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SECTION 1
INTRODUCTION

On 15 July 1994 the Department of Energy (DOE) released the Draft Proposed Action
Memorandum (PAM) — Hot Spot Removal Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site,
Operable Umt No 1 for review and comment The document was submutted to the
Environmental Protection Agency Region VIII (EPA) and the Colorado Department of Health
(CDH) and was made available to the pubhc This document 1s DOE s response to comments
that were received during the 30-day comment period Although there were no public comments
on the document EPA and CDH did submit comments and these comments are addressed n
Sections 2 and 3 respectively Pursuant to these comments, the PAM has been revised and
finalized (Final Proposed Action Memorandum — Hot Spot Removal, September, 1994)

The proposed hot spot removal 1s the excavation, containerization, and storage of radionuchde
contaminated soils present at discrete locations within Operable Unit No 1 at the Rocky Flats
Environmental Technology Site The hot spot removal 18 an Accelerated Response Action
(ARA) as defined 1n the proposed language to modify the current Inter Agency Agreement 1 ¢
a remedial response action that all parties (DOE EPA, and CDH) agree 1s necessary and
appropriate to mitigate a threat or potential threat to pubhic health or environment, and can be
implemented 1n six months The PAM 1s the pnmary document used by DOE 1n making 1its
decision to undertake the action, and therefore substantiates the need for the action and the
selected cleanup method
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SECTION 2
RESPONSES TO EPA’S COMMENTS

MAJOR CONCERNS

Comment No, 1

Cost It was assumed that a technologically simple and small scale removal such as this
would also be very inexpensive but surprisingly DOE has estimated that the project will
cost $390 000 not including possible treatment storage and disposal costs This cost
estimate 15 only divided into two broad categories in the draft PAM  Planming and
Management $180 000 and Construcnon and Contingency $210 000 These figures
must be presented in much more detail in the PAM showing exactly why it costs so much
to perform this project As proposed ths is defimitely not a cost effective solution to the
health nsks posed by these hot spots

Response to Comment No. 1

DOE appreciates EPA s (and CDH s) concern over the apparent high cost of the project The
cost of conducting work at a DOE weapons installation particularly work that involves the
handiing of radicactive material 1s necessarily more expensive than at other sites

Documentation quality assurance cost accounting and radiological protection requirements
umgque to DOE 1nstallations add additional costs to those associated with the fundamental project
activities As requested DOE will provide additional cost detail to the PAM (e g , mobihization,
excavation waste transfer to storage etc ) Also, the cost associated with waste characterization
for shipment to and disposal at Envirocare (> $150 000) will be deleted because the scope of
this ARA does not include treatment and/or disposal of the containenized soils Regardless we
note that cost 1s not a criteria for selection of an EPA time-critical removal action, and
presentation of cost 1s not required for a proposed ARA per the draft language to modify the
current IAG References to the action being cost effective will be deleted n the Final PAM
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Comment No. 2

Threats to Public Health The threats to public health presented in this document are
taken directly from the Final OU 1 RFI/RI Report (June 1994) Nevertheless this
document states that a carcinogemic nsk of 1 1 x 10 (for a current on site worker)
exceeds the acceptable range but in the RI Report DOE states that the same risk 1s
within the acceptable range Contradictory statements such as these senously undermine
the veracity of DOE documents and corrections must be made to one or both of these
documents so that DOE s conclusions are consistent and believable

The nsk cited above 1s driven by plutomum and amenicium in surface soils which were
detected at significantly elevated activities in only one of the four hot spots discussed in
the document Risks from the uraruum hot spots must also be weighed Addinonally
although contarminant migration via surface water runoff s a consideration this document
ignores several factors that have lhnmuted this migration from occurning since the
contaminants were released to the environment some 25 years ago In general Section
3 1 pronides a simplistic and somewhat distorted presentation of the nrisks to current
workers and to the public and it should be rewritten to present a more realistic
charactenizanon of the precise threat to public health that would be the basis for taking
an action

Response to Comment No. 2

Estimated risk values were taken directly from the RFI/RI Report The exposure scenarios were
developed 1n consultation with EPA and CDH The exposure algonithms and risk calculations
are 1n accordance with EPA and other relevant gmidance, and the nsk assessment has been
approved by EPA and CDH In the context of an EPA style rnisk assessment the nisks should
be considered neither distorted nor unreahisic  Although a more reabistic rnisk assessment
specific to the hot spots could be conducted and possibly show that none of the hot spots need
be removed 1t 1s DOE s opinion all nisk estimates aside that the presence of plutomum in
surface soils at activities over 10 000 times background 1s additional justification for the action
Public perception 1s an important factor 1n cleanup at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology
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Site and the potential negative public perception of plutonium present in surface soils at these
activities, with the possibility of plutonium mugration due to erosion are considerations in
conducting this ARA

With respect to uramum the RFI/RI nisk assessment indicates the carcinogenic risk posed by
the presence of the uranium hot spots 1s 2 to 3 orders of magmtude less than for the plutonium
hot spot On the basts of risks, removal of the uranium hot spots can not be justified However,
the uranum activities 1n the hot spots are 100 to 1 000 times background Again the potential
negative public perception of leaving the uramum hot spots together with the practicality of
removing these hot spots which are small :n number and size, while mobilized to remove the
plutomium hot spot 1s the rationale for their inclusion in this ARA

We presume the factors that have mited the migration of plutonium from occurring since it was
released to the environment some 25 years ago are the construction of the South Interceptor
Ditch and Pond C 2 Although these runoff control features will mitigate off site plutonium
mgration via surface water, they do not address the spread of contamination upstream of
Pond C 2

Lastly numerical roundoff 1s the reason the worker nisk was claimed as being within the
acceptable range mn the RFI/RI report and mdeed should be considered an acceptable public
health sk Nevertheless the exact nisk value actually exceeds the acceptable range and this
will be so stated 1n the Final PAM without reference to its acceptability  In other words, we
sumply wish to convey the marginal acceptability of the nisk estimate

Comment No. 3

Screeming of Opnions Option 3 is described as emplacing caps over the hot spots to
prevent human exposure and reduce the potennal for contaminant migration In Section
5 2 1 3 this option 15 eliminated from further consideration on the basis that 1t does not
provide a permanent remedy and that 1t may be inconsistent with an as yet undetermined
Jinal remedy for OU 1 This is not an appropnate basis for elimination since the remedy
chosen for this response action need not be permanent and it 1s unlikely that capping
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would be inconsistent with the final remedy chosen Actually capping might be the most
cost effective and reasonable option for a number of reasons no sampling would be
required and therefore no laboratory analytical or validation costs no excavation costs
and less overall project management costs Finally 1t would very likely allow the hot
spots to be incorporated with the final remedy for the much greater volume of OU 1 and
2 surficial souls that are contanunated with the same radionuclides at mimimal added
cost Therefore DOE must further evaluate a capping action in the revised PAM

Response to Comment No. 3

It 1s DOE s opimon that capping 1s not consistent with the final remedy for OU1 The RFI/RI
nisk assessment indicates that the nisks posed by surficial plutonlum/americlum contamination
not associated with the hot spots 1s acceptable Therefore remediation of these soils 1s not
required as long as the hot spots are removed In this context removal of the hot spots
represents waste minimization as their presence drives the nisks posed by all surface soils to
unacceptable levels Furthermore, capping requires long term maintenance and affords little
long term protection of the public health

DOE has chosen to not further evaluate the capping option As suggested by CDH (see CDH
General Comment No 5) the proposed action will be presented singularly as a presumptive
remedy The draft language to modify the existing IAG does not require an alternative analysis
for the PAM nor does EPA guidance regarding an Action Memorandum for a time-critical

removal action

Comment No. 4

Field Detection Limits The procedure for excavation of contaminated souls outlined in
this document 15 directly ned to the use of field radianon detectors Therefore 1t is
necessary to state the mimamum detectable acuvity in picoCuries per gram for each
radionuclide of interest according to the specific method and instrument to be used in the
field Development of the confirmation sampling plan also depends on using a reliable
standard deviation input for these measurements This could be generated by repeated

Responstvenoss Summary — Proposed Action Memorsndum
Het Spot Removal
ephkg\oul\resp-com.sep Page 5

o v aoBhiatdmn: Sl es Berdeein s S oy




measurements preferably 10 or more made using the field detection instruments in the
same manner as they are proposed to be employed for this achon Such informanon is
tmportant so that all parnes involved have a good understanding of the use of field
radiation detectors for such purposes

Response to Comment No. 4

The Field Instrument for the Detection of Low Energy Radiation (FIDLER) will be the primary
instrument used to determine when radionuchide-contaminated soils have been excavated to
achieve local background activites The FIDLER data cannot be converted to radionuchde-
specific activity per umt mass The FIDLER 1s a multi-channel analyzer with a set energy
detection band that provides a gross indication (counts per minute [cpm]) of radiological
contamination It 1s not capable of discriminating gamma and x ray energies emitted by varying
sources Although the truck mounted, high punty germanium (HPGe) detection system (to be
used 1n confirmation samphing/analysis) 1s capable of discrrminating these energies and thereby
1dentifying the radionuchide sources, an assumption of the depth of contammation 1s required to
convert the total radionuchde-specific activities to activity per unit mass

The primary objective of this ARA 1s to remove the radiological contaminated soils to achieve
residual activity levels that are near local background levels The hot spots have surface
activities as measured by a FIDLER that are typically 2 to 100 times local background As
recommended DOE will take 10 FIDLER readings on the local soils surrounding each hot spot
to establish a mean and standard deviation for local background radiation The mean reading
plus 2 standard deviations (the 95th percentile of the local background activity measurements)
will be used to define the local background activity at each hot spot and excavation will proceed
until this activity 1s achueved within each excavation Once excavation 1s completed as
determmed by the FIDLER the HPGe will be used to gather radionuchde-specific total activities
within the excavation and in the surrounding soil The total activity values from these
measurements will be compared to further assess achievement of the primary objective
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Comment No. 1

Page 11 last paragraph It is stated here that unique ecosystems were not found at RFP
duning extensive biological studies This statement must be deleted since biological
studies for all portions of the plant site have not been completed or subnutted for agency

review

Response to Comment No. 1

The sentence will be modified to state "Preliminary studies to date have not indicated the
presence of umque ecosystems at RFP

Comment No. 2

Page 15 paragraph 3 The second sentence in this paragraph does not make sense as
wnitten and should be revised or deleted

Response to Comment No. 2

The sentence has been revised as follows The uramum contamination at SS100193 and
$5100293 1s not at the immediate surface as the deeper composites have the mgher activities

Comment No. 3

Page 17 Table 2-4 The radionuclhide activity data presented in this table and in Figures
4 17 4 18 and 4-19 of the OU 1 RFI/RI Report raise the question of whether locations
SS100193 S$S100293 or SS100393 really need to be addressed through an accelerated
response action The activities found in samples taken from location SS100393 are
actually quate similar to those of the samples from surrounding locations Also as noted
in EPA s previous comments regarding the Sampling and Analysis Plan some of the
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locanons sampled in 1987 actually had higher activities than the three mentioned above
A better analysis of the health risks involved should help clarify which locanons need

accelerated acnon

Response to Comment No. 3

DOE agrees that the radionuchide activities 1n soil at SS100393 1s similar to the surrounding
soils Nevertheless, the hot spot 1s targeted for removal Because the soil 1s to be removed 1n
6-inch Iifts, at least 6 inches of soil will be removed from this location Further excavation will
be dependent on the results of the FIDLER survey

DOE has recently conducted a follow up FIDLER survey of the IHSS 119 1 area and have
located two hot spots previously identified 1n a 1987 surface soil characterization study The
samples originally collected from these hot spots were identified as 881 16/17 and 881 18/19

The locations were staked and surveyed and the HPGe was used to quantify the radionuchde

specific total activiies The FIDLER data will be presented 1 the Final PAM, and these hot
spots will also be removed as part of this ARA Please see EPA Major Concern Comment
No 2 for a discussion of nisks posed by the uranmum hot spots and the rationale for their

removal

Comment No. 4

Page 20 paragraph 3 The OU 1 IM/IRA actually began collection and treatment of
groundwater in April 1992 not in August 1991 as stated here

Response to Comment No. 4

The correction has been made
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Comment No. §
Page 22 paragraph 2 The first sentence in this paragraph mentions the "revised 1994

IAG  Unnl IAG renegonations are completed no revised 1994 version exists and as
such the sentence should be corrected

Response to Comment No, 5

The sentence has been revised to simply refer to the IAG
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SECTION 3
RESPONSES TO COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH COMMENTS

GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment No. 1

Completeness of Proposed Action Memorandum The proposed modification to the IAG
descnbing Accelerated Response Acnions lists several specific items that a Proposed Action

Memorandum (PAM) must contain The Division has reviewed these requirements and
deternuned that this draft PAM currently does not adequately address several requared items
The Division s findings and comments on each specific requirement are detailed below All
deficiencies 1dennfied must be corrected before the Dwision can consider this PAM to be
complete

Comment No, 1a

Brief Summary of the Data for the Site A summary of data for the site is presented in
Section 2 4 Release or Threatened Release into the Enwvironment of a Hazardous
Substance Pollutant or Contaminant along with a discussion of the potental for
radionuchide migration This section partially satsfies the requirement for the PAM to
include a bnief summary of site data The Division believes addinonal site data relevant
to this acnon i1s available Missing from this section 1s any discussion of data for metals
at or near the OU 1 hot spots This information s of particular interest since several
metals were detected at elevated levels at or near the hot spot locanons A table
reporting and summanzng complete analytical results for the four hot spot locations and
nearby surficial soil and borehole sampling locations should also be included in the PAM

Response to Comment No. 1a

Hot spot characternization data has been provided for all surface and subsurface soil constituents
determined to be contaminants 1 the RFI/RI These mclude plutonium, americlum, uranium,

Responsivencss Summary —— Proposed Action Memorandum
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volatile organic compounds polychlorinated biphenyls and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons
Metals were not shown to be so1l contaminants in the RFI/RI

Comment No. 1b

Explananon of the Proposed Action An explananion of the proposed action should be
included in Section 1 0 Purpose of the PAM Section 1 O currently touches on the
admirnustrative requirements for the hot spot removal action but does not explain what
acnon s specifically being proposed A descripnon of the proposed removal action is not
presented unnl deep in the PAM specifically in Secnon 5 0 Alternative Accelerated
Response Actions on page 24 of the PAM The descnption presented in Section 5 15 very
bnef and lacks many deials relevant to this action such as the expected size of the
excavation and specific dust control measures to be utilized

Response to Comment No, 1b

As requested Section 1 will better describe the ARA and Section S will provide more details
regarding the soil removal and dust control measures

Comment No. 1¢

Waste Management Consideranons Waste management consideranons are discussed in
Sectnion 5 1 1 of the PAM The Division 1s pleased to see that a storage unit has been
identified for this waste This section states that the excavated matenals will be managed
in accordance with Colorado Hazardous Waste Act (CHWA) requirements The PAM
must include or reference the waste management requirements of the storage umit per the
permit  Addinonally no DOE or CERCLA requirements for the management of
radioactive waste or mixed waste are identified in the PAM Specific CHWA and other
requarements applicable to waste management must be fully addressed in the PAM

Responssveness Summary — Proposed Action Memorandum
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Response to Comment No. 1¢

Section 5 2 2 2, Institutional Controls discusses Applicable or Relevant and Approprate
Requirements (ARARs) This section will be expanded to present the gpecific regulations that
are ARAR for the hot spot excavation, contamnerization, and storage These include CHWA
requirements for use and management of contamers radiation protection standards at 10 CFR
820 and 830 and other applicable DOE requirements ¢ g 1n accordance with DOE Order
5820 2A (Radiological Waste Management) and the Rocky Flats Policy Manual (Policy 6 11,
Seriahized White or Black Drums or Waste Boxes), radioactive waste must be placed into proper
storage within the same day of generation There are no CERCLA requirements aside from
compliance with ARARSs, for the management of radioactive or mixed wastes

Comment No. 1d

Brief Explananon of how the Proposed Action is Consistent with Long Term Remedial
Actnion Objectives  The consistency of this action with long term remedial action
objecnves 1s discussed in Section 5 2 1 1 Screeming of Options In this section the PAM
states that this action should be consistent with future long term clean up plans because
it permanently reduces health nsks and contaminant migration potential at OU 1 This
discussion sansfies this PAM requarement however the Division recommends that this
information be added to the introduction of the PAM

Response to Comment No. 1d

As requested a discussion of the consistency of this action with long term remedial action
objectives will be added to the introduction

Comment No. le

Implementanon Schedule and Complenion Date for the Proposed Achon Section 6 2 of
the PAM very bniefly discussed the schedule for this project The section states that the
removal action is scheduled to begin September 20 1994 and continue for 10 working
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days Ths section fails to list a completnon date for the proposed action as specified in
the proposed IAG language Additionally this schedule 1s inconsistent with information
subnutted to the Dinision supporting the cost estimate that showed 5 days mobihization
and 5 days demobilization in addition to the 10 days removal acawity for a total of 20
working days of field acavninies

Response to Comment No. le

Assuming the ARA begins September 20, 1994, as onginally scheduled, 5 working days are
allowed for mobilhization followed by 10 working days for the hot spot removal samphng and
waste transfer to permitted storage, and a final 2 working days are allowed for
demobilization/decontammnation The ARA 1s thus schedule to be completed by October 12
1994 This information will be provided 1n the Final PAM

Comment No. 1f

Idenuificanion of All ARARs Specifically Related to the Proposed Acion In 5222
Insatutional Factors ARARs are identified for the removal action The ARARs identified
are Linuted to federal ARARs practicable for this removal and Colorado ARARs

relevant to this removal The ARARs idennification is linuted to broad citations of the
Acts and regulanons applicable to the removal This section does not meet the PAM
requarement of "idennifying all ARARs specifically related to the proposed action  The
Division behieves that a detailed ARARs identificanon must be included in this PAM to
meet the requarements of the proposed accelerated response action language

Response to Comment No. 1f

Please see response to CDH comment 1c
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Comment No. 2

Project Costs At the request of the EPA a review of the projected cost of this removal
action was presented to the Division staff at a meenng on August 3 1994 This comment
Is in response to both the informanon contained in the PAM and the supplemental cost
informanon presented at the August 3 1994 meenng

The Division 1s shocked by the extremely high cost esamate that DOE has presented for
what appears to be a simple removal action The resources that DOE has comnutted to
this removal action are excessive unnecessary inefficient and wasteful of taxpayer
money The Diwision fails to see how the DOE can claim that this removal i1s cost
effecnve The extreme cost combined with the falure to consider the cost of other options
does not support this conclusion In addition the cost of this action considered against
the relanvely small nsk reducnon raises quesnons as to whether the action should be
taken at all

The Division requests specific justification for why this action costs $65 000 per cubic
yard of removed soil This jusnficanion must include rational and specific tasks for each
of the 9 full ame support personnel to the 4 personnel actually doing the removal duning
the soil removal phase of the project The Division recommends that the DOE cnincally
review all aspects of this project and make all appropnate cost cuts before presennng
such justificanon  Cost saving recommendanons are presented in the Division s
comments below

Response to Comment No. 2

Please see response to EPA Major Comment No 1 DOE will strive to reduce project costs
without sacnificing comphance with ARARs and other Rocky Flats Environmental Technology
Site requirements
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Comment No. 3

Waste Characterizaion The Division was presented addinonal detailed cost eshmates
Jor this PAM at a meeting with the DOE EPA and EG&G staff on August 3 1994
Based on those cost estimates a significant pornion of removal costs are associated with
waste characterization A meeting was held between the Division DOE and EG&G staff
on August 4 1994 to review the waste charactenization requirements for this hot spot
removal acnon  Dunng that meenng it was agreed that the extensive waste
charactenizanon proposed for this removal action is based on current waste acceptance
cntena for the Nevada Test Site (NTS)

None of the waste charactenzatnion sampling proposed in this PAM 1s required by the
Division for on site waste storage The Division believes that sample results from the
OU 1 RFI/RI invesngation are sufficient to make a hazardous waste determination and
adequately charactenze the soils proposed to be excavated for on site waste storage

The cost of collecung and analyzing waste charactenizasion samples to meet current NIS
waste acceptance requarements is over $150 000 over 38% of the total project cost The
NTS 15 not currently accepting mixed waste or non-hazardous radioactive waste There
1s no guarantee that current NTS waste acceptance critenia will be adequate when NTS
reopens or begins accepnng mixed waste The risk of conducting unnecessary analysis
or having to resample to meet revised waste acceptance cntena is lgh and can be
avoided by delaying waste disposal samphng until a disposal sute is truly available and
waste acceptance cnitena finalized Further it is the Division s understanding that other
options for the treatment or disposal of this waste are also being considered which could
make the proposed waste charactenzanon samplng useless

Therefore the Division recommends that DOE remove the proposed waste
charactenization sampling and analysis from this removal action reducing the cost of the
acnon by over $150 000
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Response to Comment No, 3

As stated 1n Response to EPA Major Comment No 1, the cost for waste characterization will
be removed from the project cost esumate Furthermore, the PAM will be clear that the subject
ARA does not mclude treatment and/or disposal of the contamerized soils

Comment No. 4

Prevennon of Contamingnt Dispersion Potennal worker exposure to radionuchdes in
dust generated duning excavanon i1s one of the greatest hazards associated with this

removal achon The PAM states that gppropriate dust control measures to mngate
potential contaminant migration dunng excavation will be applied This statement 1s not
sufficient to ensure to the Division that all necessary measures for the protection of
workers and prevention of contanunant nigranon will be implemented The prevention
of contanunant dispersion 1s addressed in the Final Plan for Prevention of Contaminant
Duspersion February 1992 (PPCD) The Division requires that this approved primary
IAG document be utilized in determining specific dust control measures for this action and
referenced in the PAM Addinonally the PAM must identfy the specific dust suppression
techriques air monitoning instruments and action/alarm levels determined through the
PPCD methodology to be employed during this removal action

Response to Comment No, 4

The Health and Safety Plan (HASP) for the hot spot removal 1dentifies the momitoring and dust
control measures that will be utihized during the excavation These details will be provided in
the Final PAM They are consistent with the PPCD, which will be referenced accordingly

Comment No. 5

Alternanve Evaluation The Division was not aware that alternanves to the removal were
being considered Not enough informanon has been presented to adequately compare all
of the alternanves presented An incomplete alternanves analysis is of lLitle value
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Specifically the relanve costs of each alternative is missing The use of fences or other
insntunional actions to imit access to the hot spots unnl a final remedy 1s selected was
not considered as an alternative in this analysis Alternanves were arburanly rejected
because they could not be implemented in less than 6 months Failure to meet the
implementanion nime frame for as an accelerated action should not preclude an othermise
supenor action from being selected Alternanves should be considered on their technical
ments  The Division recommends that either a complete alternanves analysis be
conducted and presented in the PAM or the proposed acnon be presented singularly as

a presumptive remedy

Response to Comment No. 5§

As suggested the Final PAM will not include an alternatives analysis but rather will present
the proposed ARA as a presumptive remedy The language to modify the current IAG does not
require an alternatives analysis for ARAs nor does EPA guidance for preparation of Action
Memoranda for time-critical removal actions

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Comment No. 1

Section 2 4 1 Page 14 The test states that the sample hole as SS100493 was terminated
at 10nches because a large rock was encountered The presence of a large rock raised
several questions regarding the removal that are not addressed in the PAM Specifically
1s the rock big enough to cause concern duning the removal? Have connngencies been
developed for the removal and disposal of the contaminated rock? Is the rock too big to
Jitinto a drum? Will the rock be broken in place before removal? Does the DOE expect
to be able to decontaminate the rock?
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Response to Comment No. 1

Field personnel who performed the onginal samphng at SS100493 indicated the rock 1s
approximately 1 foot square and 3 to 4 inches 1n diameter The rock can be easily removed by
hand and placed into a drum The rock may pose some treatment problems should the soils
require treatment but this 1s beyond the scope of the ARA

Comment No. 2

Section 2 4 2 1 Page 15 The text in this section states that the immobility of plutorium
and amenicium in the environment 1s a given The Diwvision does not agree with this
hypothesis It has been shown that both Pu and Am contaminants at the Los Alamos
Nanonal Laboratory are mobule in the environment (Environs Sci Technol Vol 23
No 5 1989 page 496-502) Addinonally the PAM cites potential migranon of
radionuclides in the environment as rationale for this action

Response to Comment No. 2

Regardless of what may be inferred about plutonium mobility 1n the ES&T article extensive
studies of plutonium mobility in OU2 soils indicate no appreciable vertical migration of the
radionuclide even during a 100-year 1 hour duration simulated rainfall event These data are
directly relevant to OU1 as the soils at OU1 are not significantly different than those at QU2
The PAM citation of potential migration of radionuchides as a rationale for the ARA 1s n
reference to erosion not vertical migration due to other mechamsms

Comment No. 3

Secnion 5 22 3 Page 28 The text states that this cost esnmate does not include any
costs for treatment or disposal of the soils This statement s not accurate The waste
charactenizanon sampling detailed in the Samplng and Analysis Plan 1s directly
annbuted 1o waste acceptance cntena at the NIS a future waste disposal option
Specifically costs directly anributed to waste disposal include sample collection and
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packaging ($21 149) lab confirmation and data validations ($123 525) incorporate data
into RFEDS ($3 337) and data quality review ($2 055) Therefore $150 066 or over
38% of the esnmated $390 000 project costs are actually waste disposal costs The
Division s recommendation on the elimination of this waste charactenization sampling is
discussed in the Division s general comments above

Response to Comment No. 3

DOE agrees these costs should be ehmnated from the project costs Please see our response
to EPA Major Concern Comment No 1

Comment No. 4

Section 6 1 Page 28 The Diwision does not believe that sufficient information has been
presented to support the DOE s finding that this acnon is cost effecive The Division
requests that the ranonale for finding this project to be cost effective and the DOE s
defimition or critena of cost effecnive projects be briefly summarized in this PAM

Response to Comment No. 4

References to the ARA bemg cost effective have been ehmmated from the PAM  Cost
effectiveness 1s not a cntena for selecion and implementation of an ARA  Please see our
response to EPA Major Concern Comment No 1

Comment No. §

Section 8 0 Page 29 Although this document was prepared by a DOE subcontractor
it 1s a DOE document This document is a proposed action not a recommended action

Response to Comment No, 5

We stand corrected The sentence has been modified accordingly
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